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REMARKS 



This Revised Amendment is being filed in response to the Notice of Non-C .un pliant 
Amendment dated January 30, 2007. 

In xhe Notice of Non-Compliant Amendment, the Office noted that cUim 1 xhe 
strikethrough cannot be easily perceived by the Examiner, double brackets should usvjd 
and claims J 6-20 should be listed as "'Withdrawn-Currently Amended." Thh. Revi ;ed 
Amendment is identical to the Amendment filed on October 13, 2006. The s;atus wj chums 
16-20 has been changed. 

The Remarks that follow have not been altered from the Amendment .Tied ii Oi iober 
13,2006 

— — - — Original Remarks — ~ - — 

Claims 1-20 are pending in this application, of which claims 6-20 arc withuawri from 
examination. Claims 16-20 have been amended xo further recite the invenion without any 
intention of narrowing the scope of any of the claims. Reconsideration and Ulow-tace of the 
present application based on the following remarks are respectfully requested 

Applicant strongly disagrees with the Examiner's rationale for the Reduction 
Requirement, maintains its traversal, and reserves the right to petition the Reliction 
Requirement wdJor file a divisional application directed to the non-elected Subjeci matter 

Applicant submits herewith an Information Disclosure Sta.emei.i of the 
Subrahmanyan et al. article to confirm that this article is of record, although Applicant 
submits that it must be already of record since the Examiner based the rejections oi the claims 
on the article. 

Figure 2 of Applicant's drawings was objected for not including a -J rior Art — 
legend. Applicant respectfully traverses the drawing objections for ar lea ;t thi following 



Applicant submits that the specification never identifies or suggests that rigme 2 is 



Applicant's specification only states that a suitable example of a vibration isi.latio, dev.ee ID 
is disclosed by Subrahmanyan et ai, "Active Vibration Isolation Des.an for a 
Photolithographic Stepper" Proc. 6 Th International Symposium on Magnetic Bearing, pp. 10- 
21, 1998. However, Figure 2 illustrates a lithographic system, a much more complex system, 
having inter alia a base frame BF, a metrology frame MF and a projection syst< m PJ.. See 
[Q041]-[OO47]. The vibration isolation device ID is only a single element oj the hmog/aphic 
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reasons. 



old nor has the Examiner made any showing as to how Figure 2 is old. Paragraph [00 15] of 
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system shown in Figure 2. Further, paragraph [0047] of Applicant's specification oo^s not 
identify and/or suggest in any way that the control system is old either. The.efore Applicant 
submits thai Figure 2 is not old and respectfully respects the Examiner -.o w,.hdraw the 
drawing objection. 

Claims 1-5 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) as being anticjpat d by i"igme 2 of 
Applicant's drawings and Subrahmanyan et al, "Active Vibration Isolation D* sign for a 
Photolithographic Stepper," Proc. 6 Ul International Symposium on Magnetic .tearing, pp. 10- 
21, 1998 (/'Subrahmanyan"), and Japanese Patenx Application Publication No. Ot ■ 11 7487 to 
Takeo CTakeo")- Applicant respectftdly traverses these rejections for at lest th. following 
reasons. 

As discussed in detail above, Applicant submits that Figure 2 of Applicant s drawings 
is not prior art. Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner h.*s failed to 
establish anticipation and that claims 1-5 are believed to be allowable fhus Applicant 
requests xhat the rejections of claims 1-5 under §l02(b) in view of Figure I of \pplicant's 
drawings should be withdrawn and the claims be allowed. 

Subrahmanyan was referenced by Applicant in the specification Yet Applicant 
submits that the Examiner could not have possibly considered, read, understood, ;ind/or 
appreciated Subrahmanyan as the Examiner states "unless the references have bcv.a eiied by 
the Examiner on form PTO-S92, they have not been considered." Subrahinar. /an i , not jn the 
PTO-S92. It is improper for ihe Examiner to make a rejection based on a ret:renc. which the 
Examiner has not yet considered. If the Examiner has considered Subrajuaany m ilwn the 
Examiner has failed to supply a copy per MPEP § 707.05(a) and the Applicant ^quests an 
identification of how Subrahmanyan discloses each and every element of clair.ii. l-S. for 
example, the portions of Applicant's speeiileation cited by the Examiner mai.ny section 
[0045], only state ihat a suitable example of a vibration isolation device ID for with an 
embodiment of Applicant'* invention is disclosed by Subrahmanyan. However, th Examiner 
has not established that Subrahmanyan teaches each and every element a^ sex i.snh in the 
claims, as is required to anticipate a claim. 

Additionally, it is textbook patent law that a rejection under § 102 * equips a single 
reference xo disclose each and every element of a claim. The Examiner her< has improperly 
combined the alleged -prior arT Figure 2 of Applicant's specification with ihe d; closure of 
Subrahmanyan. Therefore, the Examiner does not rely on a single reference. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits thai the Examiner has foiled .o establish 
anticipation of claims 1-5. Thus, Applicant requests that the rejections of claims *-5 under § 
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102(b) in view of figure 2 of Applicant's specification and SMbrahmartyan bo withdrawn and 
The claims be allowed. 

TaKeo discloses a vibration control system for a machine tool. A deu ction signal of a 
displacement sensor (41) is inputted into a control circuit (34) which gtneraN;> exciting 
current (U, i2) outputted to electromagnets (31, 32) to suppress vertical vibration of the 
machine. 

However, the cited portions of Takeo fail to disclose, teach or suggest .i vibration 
isolation system comprising, inter alia, a control system ... configured to dec ouple 
vibrations in modal directions determine a modal compensation signal for t .4 ch modal 
direction s recouple each modal compensation signal imo an active isolator i ontrc l sig nal for 
each ac tive isolator device : and stabilize at least one unstable natural modi of tt tt w bo } t£ % as 

recited in independent claim 1 (emphasis added). 

The Examiner has simply made no showing of the modal decoupling as cuimed. For 
example, modal decoupling involves transformation to a coordinate system *avir.:> axis in a 
direction of the natural modes or eigenmodes of the corresponding bud) Set paragraph 
[0051] of Applicant's specification The Examiner's arguments provide no indication of the 
teachings of such aspects by the cited portions of Takeo. In the event the Ex^mint r is relying 
on the underlying document of Takeo and not just the English abstract, Applicant . ^minds the 
Examiner of MPEP § 706.02(11). Therefore, if the Examiner maintains the r* jecti^ns it. view 
of Takeo, then the Examiner must supply an English translation and issue a jurthc. non -Final 
Action in order for Applicant to properly respond. 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully submits that the Examiner has fciled io establish 
anticipation of independent claim 1. Claims 2-5 depend from claim 1 and arc theiefore, 
patentable for at least the same reasons provided above and for the additional feat.ies recited 
therein. Thus, Applicant requests that the rejections of claims 1-5 under § l>)2(b) in view of 
Takeo be withdrawn and the claims be allowed. 

All rejections and objections have been addressed. It is respectfully sabmiiird that the 
present application is in condition for allowance, and a notice to that el feet i.-; earnestly 
solicited. Should rhere be any questions or concerns regarding this application, th Examiner 
is inviied xo contact the undersigned at ihe bejow-iisted telephone number. 

Please charge any fees associated with xhe submission of this p.ipcr a> Deposit 
Account Number U33975. The Commissioner for Patents is also authored to credit any 
over payments to the above-referenced Deposit Account. 

End of Original Remarks 
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Should the Office need to contact the Applicant's representative, the Office is invited 



to do so. 



DaTe: February 23, 2007 
P.O. Box 10500 
McLean, VA 22102 
(703) 770-7900 



Respectfidly submitted, 

PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITT viAN LLP 

PAUL G, HOFFMAN 
Mo. 42663 
TeL No. 703.770.7794 
Fax No. 703.770.7901 
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